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To Whom It May Coocetn: 

This letter responds to the allegations ooniainied hi die Compiiunt dated November 3, 
2011. and filed against Friends of Hennan Cain. Inc., and Maxk J. Block, penonally and as 
treasurer of Prosperity USA, Inc., by the Citizais for Re^mnribility and Ethics in Washington 
C^REW*0. The Re^ndents,. Friends of Herman Cain, Inc. and Mark J. Block, take the 
allegations in fte Complaint very seriously and hnve invest^ed &e allegations contained in the 
CompIaitiCVuid sidimit the following respotise to die aUflgadoDS therein. 

FactnalBachgromid 

Hennan Cain launched his candidagr for piierideat on May 3, 2011. hfr. Cain^s 
exploratory committee,' Friends of Hennan (^dn CFoHC^, became his campaign commiaee at 
thm time. Consistmt widi FBC ligations, FoHC itported ''testing the watas" activity back to 
December 29,2010. 

On October 30,2011, a Wisconsin newspaper, the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, published 
an article by columnist Dm Bice (tiie "Article") (a copy of the Article and documents that were 
published with the Article were included with the CREW C^nqilaint as Exhibit 3). The 
documents tiiat accompanied the Article appear to be financial statemoits fi>r Prosperity USA, an 
entity that Mark Block worked fiir prior to joining FoHC. The documents purport to reflect 
payments by the enti^ Prosperity USA for eiqienses induding iPads, charter flights^ fiiod, and 
lodging that, according to foe Article and foe Complain^ are expenses tiiat should have been 
attributable to FoHC. The eicpenses listed predated FoHC's testing the waters activity. 

Even foou£^ the listed expenses appeared to predate foe fonnation of FoHC, upon 
lenrning of foe allegatieiu of tiie Article, FoHC bqgan foe process of luring independent coui^ 
to investigate foe allegations. Ifitimately. two legal firms ware en^loyod tor inve^^ds these 
clidras, indqiendaat of Respondents. Respondents have come to the following condiisinns, and 
respond to the Complaint as foUows. . 
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Response 

This Response consists of two parts. First, this Response reviews the Complaint and the 
documents attached thereto, which lbnn> the basis of the Complaint These documents are, at 
best, unreliable. Fuifiier, the Complaint, which is based upon these unreliable documents, &ils to 
.mate specific allegations as required by FEC regulations. As such, Reqx)ndents have made fiieir 
best efforts both to detennine vdiat the documents which form the basis of the Complaint 
actually state, and to reqiond to the:broad and unspedflc allegations therein as best (hey can with 
the few fects pfesented. However, the Complaint's failure to meet .the basic reqiuiiements of FEC 
regulations dmonstiate that, on the face of the Complaint, no action should be tadcmi by the FEC 
with regard to the Comidoint. 

4 Second, this Response details the specific hems Respondents were able to identify on the 
documents aitadied to the Complaint, and any potential issues related to those items. 

L Document Review 

A. The Source and Vcracify of the Documents 

The allegations contained in the Complaint sqipear to be based eotndy on the doo 
that accompanied the Article published in die Milwautee Journal Sendnd on October 30,2011, 
as described above. These documents, on fiieir face, have myriad parAieais. 

First, many Of die documeiits fonniiig die basis fur die Cmnidaiiit ore tnarfnu ''diafi,*'and 
there isnbkDOuiedgeasto wfaedierffaeseareliaa] vereiQnsofdocuiiieats.Secoiid,tfaeretsiio 
knowledge as to who was the source of diese documenls. Thti^ dme is no indicalion as to who' 
created these documents. As such, die Complaint is based upaa documents that have numerous 
reliability problems on dwir fece; and no acdcm should be taken on the Complaint due to these 
leliabiifty issues. 

B. LnckefSjpndficAIIegatioitBUtfheCompIaftrf 

y^duiughdie cbtmts of die Com[riaintall^ various violations as to the rales of the FEC, 
the Conqilaint lacks any qiecifictfy. regulations require that a Complaint "contain a clear 
and concise recitation of die fects udiich describe a violation of a statute or regulation ova: which 
the Commisrion has jurisdiction." 11 CFJL § 111.4(d)(3). 

Counts I to m of the Complaint merely suggest violations of various campaign finance 
regulations, without maMng any specific allegation as to what actions led to the violation. 
Without diis spedficity. Respondents are left to guess as to \siiat. exacdj^ die Oeiuplaiiit diaiges 
diem with.' This is predsely the situation which 11 C.F.R. § 111.4(d)(3) exists to previcnL Count 
IV of the Complaint makes referoioe to outstanding debt of $40,000." Piesiunably, this, 
refers to an earlier referuce to $40,000 in die Conqilaint, though this is not cleat fiom the Count 
of die Complaint itself Moreover, the earlier mention of die $40,000 figure only refers to 
expenses fair iPads and feur trips; Respondents are left, at best, to ̂ leculate and guess in order to 
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determine exactly which items on the documents are included in the $40,000 figure, once again 
showiiig the fiulute of the Complaint to meet PEG regulations. 

C. Failing to Meet the Requii^chts of FEC Regulations Should Result in No Action. 
Being Taken on the Complaint 

The basis for the Complaint has two major faults that diould prevent any further action 
fiom being taken on the allegations therein. First, the documents on which the Complaint is 
based are, at best, unreliable. Thm» is no knowledge of who these documents came from, who 
created the documents, or even whedier thesenierfinal versions of documents. Second, although 
FEC regulations require a Complaint to contain a clear and concise recitation of fiurts upon 
whidi tha Complaint is based, the Complaint here frils to do so. 

On tihis basis alone, the FEC has no basis fiv finther .review of the ailerons in the 
Complaint, and no action stould be taken on these allegations. However, to provide a dioroii^ 
Re^nse, Respondents have also en^ged in an investigalion of the documents that farm die 
basis for the Complaint, uduch is set findi in Section II, below. 

II. Review of the Documents 

Though limited by the problems with the documents. Article and Complaint as detafled in 
Section I. sbovi; Respooderits have investigated the allegstions in the Complaint Pursuant to this 
investigatioii. Respondents have made oeitmn detenoinafions reganfing die documents and 
all^ations, which are set forth below. 

Among the Items noted in the Coiiaplaint are expenses for iPads. Respondents have 
determined that diese iPads were used by various individuals who worked at Fnxqierity USA 
prior to joining FoHC These individuals bdieved diat the iPads, which th^ received as 
employees of Prosperity USA, were theiis to keqr (te., the iPads wm given to diem to keqi and 
were later brou^ widi die individuals when they came to werk for FuHC). While this wotid lio 
allowod undee die FEC Rules, FoHC vnU nonetheless be amending the proper FEC rqMrts to 
reflect the listed expenses for ^ads as expenses of the campaign. Altfamigh it qipeais that ̂  is 
unnecessary, Respondents believe diat this is die proper course of action to clear up any potential 
misunderstandings as to whether the iPads w»e. or were not, eiqienses. 

December Meeting 

In its investigalion of the ellegadons contained in die Complaint, Respondents also 
looked to a meeting dial occuned from Decentber 3.-4 in Adante; Georgia, shortly after the 
November 2010 dections. The purpose of this meeting was to discuss die results of the 2010 
eledioos. While diat appears to have beoi the orig^ purpose of the meeting, upon reviewing 
die events dut took place at this meeting, it might be argued that this meetmg moiphed into the 
sort of meeting that, given the inherently anbiguous nature of die rules on this issue, might be 
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considered a "testing-tbe-wateis" event, rather than a meeting that solely discussed the 2010 
electinns. Respondents will be amending thoir jeporfs oaconlingly, to include these expenses. 

Other Travel 

The Complaint lists several other trips that appear to be included in the $40,000 figure. 
These appear to be trips made solely for purposes unrelated to either Mr. Cain's exploratory 
committee or his candidacy for presidenL As such, these ate not expenses diat are attributable Co 
PoHC. It is well known that bo& Mr. Caiti and Respondent Mark Block traveled extensively on 
matters related ito public policy issues in 2010. Such travel was unrelated to Mr. Cain's iirtuie 
presidential campaign. Mok of the travel doannerttud by the doccmems and at the Complainf 
appears fa be of tkds natuze, and would net be reportable by FoHC.' 

Fomituie 

Althou^ it is not spedhcally allied in the Conqrlaint, afler leviewiiig the documents 
attadied to flie Complain^ Reqiondents have deternriined that some of the allegedly ui^d 
expenses may have been fx firrniture. Spedfically, this would be used and incidenlal fumrture 
that individuals brought widi them ̂ en jolntrtg FoHC as en^loyees, or at some point have 
beeii in die offices of Proqierify USA. Respondetits believe drat die value of tfab fiiriutitte is 
miniraaL Much of the futnitme was orighudly obtaio^ iram yard sides, and some was even 
picked up offof the street as unwaaled by its fonneiiOMnais. As with die iPads, diseossed above;. 
Respondents coidd, in good faith, argue that diese are rmt leportidde. but to avoid any suggestion 
of impropriety, will nonetheless amend the necessary rqxittte reflect the valtre of this fumitute. 
However, at ddstinm. . 

pdier AlleBations of Expenses in Compbdnt and Article 

Aittou^ die CompMnt only spedfiadly references certain travel and iPads, 
Reqiondents reviewed the documents attadied to ̂  Compldnt for any further issues that were 
not tdl^ed in the Complaint, so as to make as drorongh a review as possible. As set forth above. 
Respondents' review determined that enqienses related to a meeting in Adanta should arguably 
have been iqioitBd by FoHC (even Ibon^ it did not exist as an entity at diet time). 

To die extent these are items not discussed above, Respondents have not been able to 
determine vriiich. if any, of the odier items listed on the documents accompanying die Complaint 
may be part of the alleged Counts of die ComplamL To die extent die review rdade specific 
determinations, those have been set forth above. 

Should any investigAtion into this Complaint reveal the source of diese docoinenls, x that 
any of these expenses wore pzoporly to be oeportad to the FEC, Residents will, of course, . 
pronipdy comply. Howevoc, aite reviewing the idlegations, Re^ndents believe that this 

' Specifically, the Complaiitt refers to four travel destmations: Iowa, Las Vegas, Hod^n and Dal!^ 
IVavel to cadi of Aese cities was foe meetings related to Americans for Proqierity. a group which rogulaily involved 
Mr. Cam m events, and with which Mr. Block was also faivolved. 
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Response should settle any outstanding issues relating to the Complaint, and no action should be 
taken on the Complaint. 

Conclusion 

As noted above, the allegations in the Complaint lack ^edficity, and the documents 
forming the basis for the Complaint are, at best, unreliable. The Complaint's lack of spedficity 
and bare allegatiotis should lead to no action on the Complaint 

' To the eactent possible. Respondents have investigated the allegations of the Complaint, 
and, to tbe extent that the investigation detennined any potential problems, have noted diese 
matters and will work to resolve (hem. 

Should you have any further questions as to the infoimation contained in this Response, 
please do not b^tate to contact me. 

Very tnily yours. 

TROUPIS LAW OFFICE LLC^ 

/ SET/ddh 
HC 
FBCltr. 
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